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REMARKS 



Claims 12-22 are pending in this application. The Applicant respectfully requests 
entry of amendments to the abstract, to the specification, and to the claims. Favorable 
reconsideration of the action mailed April 2, 2008 ("Office Action") is respectfully 
requested in view of the following remarks. 

Objections to the Abstract 

The abstract was rejected, "because abstract should use concise and clearly 
descriptive language to describe the invention." Office Action § 1, page 2. The abstract, 
as amended, addresses this requirement. Applicant respectfully requests acceptance of 
the abstract as amended and reconsideration of the objection. 

Objections to the Specification 

The disclosure was rejected for failure to include proper section headings. Office 
Action § 2, page 2. Applicant observes that the preliminary amendment filed with the 
application on January 26, 2005, included instructions for entry of proper section 
headings. Other aspects of the preliminary amendment, including text of the abstract and 
claim amendments, are reflected in the May 18, 2006, publication of the application (US 
2006/0106583 Al). This amendment appears in the application image file wrapper and 
no "Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment, Form PTOL-324" was received by Applicant, 
nor does a notice of non-compliance appear in the image file wrapper. The contents of 
the preliminary amendment to the specification, except as to the abstract, are repeated 
herein. Applicant respectfully requests proper entry of these amendments and 
reconsideration of the objection. 

35U.S.C. § 112 Rejections 

Claims 1-11 were rejected as being indefinite. Office Action § 4, page 3. These 
rejections are addressed in the amendments to the claims, replacing claims 1-11 with 
claims 12-22. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection. 
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35 U.S.C. § 102 Rejections 

Claims 1-11 (replaced herein by claims 12-22) were rejected as being anticipated 
by WO 2001/01272 (Dietz et al., hereinafter "Dietz"). Office Action § 6, page 4. 
However, Dietz does not disclose, "a protocol self-identifier mechanism associated with 
each implicit and explicit used protocol name and devised to recognize said determinant 
information" as recited in replacement claim 12. Instead, Dietz discloses a method and 
apparatus for monitoring traffic using a process that is only capable of identifying explicit 
protocols. 

In particular, the protocol identifying process disclosed by Dietz is operated by 
parsing protocol names using a tree structure without any possibility of performing any 
backward analysis. By contrast, the present application provides for a protocol 
identifying mode of operation in which backward analysis is performed through 
searching loops on a substantially different protocol names structure forming a protocol 
names graph. 

Such a mode of operation is fully disclosed within the specification as filed. For 
example, see figure 1 and pages 5 and 6 of the application as originally filed (page 2 of 
U.S. Application Publication 2006/0106583). In particular, note the recursive calling of 
the usable protocol names, i.e., the son protocols embodying the empty or non-empty list 
of interest, with the search being started again as long as it is possible to find in the list of 
son protocol names under consideration a son protocol name for which determinant 
information from among the converged information is recognized. See particularly 
page 5 of the application as filed from line 14 to line 20 (page 2 of the '583 publication, 
paragraph 20), corresponding steps 1010 in figure 2 and 2009 in figure 3, and the 
corresponding descriptions for those figures in the specification as filed. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claim 12 (replacing claim 1) is believed to be 
patentable over Dietz. Each of claims 13 through 22 depends on claim 12 and is 
patentable over Dietz for at least the same reasons set forth above. 
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Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the 
absence of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement 
with or concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the 
arguments made above may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of 
any or all pending claims (or other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing 
in this paper should be construed as an intent to concede any issue with regard to any 
claim, except as specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any claim does 
not necessarily signify concession of unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

No fees are believed to be due in connection of filing this Response. However, 
please apply any other charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 50-4189, referencing 
Attorney Docket No. 35201-002US1. 
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